Egalitarian Proposal System 





Summary 
Basically there are five steps to this system: 
1. Make a proposal 
2. Open the discussion period 
a) Include details of the proposal 
b) Specify the closing date of the discussion period 
3. After the close of the discussion period: 
a) Review discussion points 
b) Make a revision of the proposal, taking new ideas into consideration. 
4. Present revised proposal to a vote (a quorum must be met) 
5. Achieve an 80% (or more) approval rate from a quorum 
a) If met, the proposal then goes to the next phase — implementation. 
b) If the vote comes under 80%, the proposal is unsuccessful and can begin again at Step 1 
as many times as desired. 


Introduction 

Representative government is old hat. 

We don’t need to be represented when we ourselves, can speak, read, write and think. 

Why do you need someone to figure your life out for you? 

You don’t. You only thought you did. 

What is needed is for individuals to have a system that allows them to make proposals for things they want and 
get other people on board with it. 

It could be in the home or the public arena. 

In the public arena, the Egalitarian Proposal System would be an online service and replace the congress. 
The people ourselves will become the congress. 

The system that supports us in this way, is easy, and can be implemented within a month 

The technology is already available generically through survey software. 

As more people use it, the system can become more customized. 

The Egalitarian Proposal System is scaleable and can be practiced in the home, in schools, workplaces and in 
communities as easily as it can be practiced by states and continents (nations). 


Instead of voting on a person, we will be voting on proposals. 

And these proposals will be made by anyone who wishes to put a new idea or make a change to existing 
conventions. You can make proposals as well as anybody else. It is open to everyone. 

The Egalitarian Proposal System allows changes to be made easily but with coherence. Conversely, law makes 
no provision for change. 

Nothing is more certain than change, so then why do our laws not facilitate change? 

Trying to change the law takes man-years not just man-hours. 

If the law had legitimacy it would be simple to understand. 

The complications of law are purely manufactured. 

But the idea of law itself is now defunct because it was only constructed of a hierarchical process. 

We need to redirect our mind and thus our systems into “horizontal” thinking, towards equality, not to a vertical 
power structure. 

In the Egalitarian Proposal System, change has coherence by requiring a quorum and an 80% (or so) vote of 
approval. Everything will be decided by the people themselves. 

Achieving a high approval rating allows the proposal to pass into the implementation phase.\ 

This system will revolutionize democracy. 

The size of the quorum should be universal. It as well as any other convention (law, rule, guidance, etc) can be 
decided upon by proposals of their own, even though they are the foundational agreements. 

A proposal that gets 80% of a quorum of voters doesn’t need to go through another branch of checking because 
to get that high an approval rate means it appeals to a wide range of the electorate community. 

Another check on the system is that it operates in a fully transparent way. 

A website would list all proposals. A smart search engine technology would take the user to any criteria they 
specified. 

Interested individuals could browse and easily find proposals they are interested in. 

For example, they may what to browse proposals that are being carried out in their locality. 

Or they may be looking for proposals that are being made regarding any new bridges about to be built in their 
state or their continent (ie: country), or bridges that are built by a particular architect using a particular material. 
The user provides the search criteria to nail down their search to as specific a proposal as they fancy. 

Proposals will replace law. 

Law is unwieldy and cumbersome. It has the wrong frequency — it presupposes that a few privileged people (ie; 
politicians, bureaucrats) have the say over other people’s lives and those who’s lives that involves are left with 
no say. Voting for a “representative” is not having a say, it allows the representative to have the full say on bills 
that you may be against. Just because you voted for the representative doesn’t mean that representative will vote 
on bills that you agree with or sponsor bills you agree with. This leaves you in the lurch. 

Law also assumes that it can be meted out in every situation, it has no nuance, which is totalitarian — law cannot 
apply to every circumstance, that is unreasonable and backward. 

The penal belief system that all our systems are based on today, are old hat and no longer applicable to the 
digital age due to their cumbersomeness and absurdity. They come from the dark ages and are no longer 
applicable to the faster and more educated times we live in now. 

Finding proposals on the website would be like reading the newspapers today — one would check in and browse 
through listings of things they were interested in while they sipped their morning coffee. 

They could browse proposals being proposed in any arena or their interest. 

They could join the discussions on the proposals. 

They could vote on proposals or decide to submit a proposal themselves. 

They could submit a totally new proposal or submit a proposal that makes a change to an existing proposal. 
There is no age limit to making a proposal or voting on proposals. 

It would be in the individual’s hands to submit proposals they wanted implemented. 

The proposal would be in the form of a video, an audio or a written document. 

A successful proposal would accomplish a high percentage of the electorate approving it (ie: votes) 


It would virtually allow maximum freedom - in an orderly and systemic fashion. 

The originator of the proposal would see their proposal through from start to finish. They are responsible for 
promoting their proposal. 

The infrastructure would accommodate promotion of proposals. 


The Egalitarian Proposal System is a system that benefits everyone. 

Even children can participate in this system and why not? It’s their future too. 

They would still need to fulfill the same approval rate as everyone else. 

But if some children have the penchant, they are as free as anyone else to partake. 

This system has to be constructed from scratch but it is not hard to do. 

We have many tools at our disposal right now already, it is a matter of putting them to our purpose. 

We could use survey software that currently exists. 

It wouldn’t be perfect exactly, but it would do us in the interim until this system gathered some momentum from 
wider usage. 

This system is somewhat similar to a system called Sociocracy. 

Sociocracy is a system of finding consensus amongst equals. 

To move to a more mature and robust system that supports each and every one of us, we need to shift from 
hierarchy towards equality or horizontal power. Another term is “shared power”. Sociocracy talks about these 
concepts and has been used for some years now in various organizations and groups. 

However the Egalitarian Proposal System requires slightly more formality with detailed and clearly-structured 
methodology. 

Everything will be recorded and used as data. This enables humans to learn and advance. All data will be free 
and open. 

A new districting system needs to be designed. 

We need to decide on what percentage makes a quorum. 

Voting is meaningless if a quorum is not met. 

A significant percentage of the electorate must participate in order to have a proposal pass otherwise a very small 
portion of people could dictate upon others. 

Nothing is forced however. The ratings system will indicate those who do not live up to their stated agreements. 
This is how individual sovereigns develop their reputation. One’s reputation is where value is measured. 

It is important that a large proportion of the population take an interest in these public affairs. 

And they would feel more motivated to do so if they knew they had as much say as anyone else. 

It would invigorate interest because it empowers each individual. 

Eventually the massive and ponderous system of representative government will slowly fade away. 

Why would anyone succumb to be ruled when they can be the decision makers of their own destiny, and of their 
own projects? 

The system won’t be imposed on anyone. It will begin by a few individuals or a few groups who want to do it 
and start using it. 

The current system will still exist but it will be on a parallel track. 

The Egalitarian Proposal System can start by practicing it with groups we are involved in already. 

Our attitudes have to change. The belief that someone has power over us has to change. It is too dangerous to 
live in a world with this attitude being the norm. 

To even think that someone has power over us is again part of the vertical way of thinking. 

For humans to survive we must now go horizontal and look to our peers and make a system where everyone has 
a say over their lives. We empower each other and as we do this, we will take off what tethers us to the dictates 
of people who have no interest in our lives. 

The new attitude will have a ripple effect. 





A registry or catalog will be initiated in order to name those who are using the Egalitarian Proposal System 
(EPS) so they may have support and further education. 

Part of each of our tasks now is to decide things for ourselves over every decision. We don’t need to wait for 
others. All we need is to engage our peers. 

That’s what sovereignty means. We must make others aware of this system so everyone can be empowered and 
it can grow into a fully-fledged system. 

Others will be able to see from our conduct and way of life, how much better a system of equality is. 

We must also keep in mind that each of us is a unique individual and this system fosters individuals to conduct 
projects in the way they envisage. All that’s needed is to get the support of others to bring it to fruition. 

This prevents totalitarianism. 

This system upholds totally open source data — no censorship whatsoever. 


Humans are equipped with the capacity for achievement but we are letting it lie dormant. 

In a society of sovereigns, people are responsible for their own lives and their children’s. 

And there would be a supporting structure for achieving that. 

Nobody would come along and force someone to do anything especially not something against their wishes. This 
is barbaric and backward behavior. We need to mature as a civilization. 

The idea of force would be contemptible and old fashioned, a legacy from a barbaric time. 

If someone tried to exert force onto another, it would stand out, it would shock, it would be noticed and be 
frowned-upon because the culture no longer supported it, no longer approved of force. 

A person who was forceful would be chalking it up to their reputation — they would be seen as a brute because 
all data would be free and open and known to everyone interested to find out. 

People are usually tend to be much better behaved voluntarily when everything is transparent. 

Anyone would be able to see who the sociopaths are. Sociopaths shun the light therefore it would keep 
sociopaths and psychopaths at bay. No other system factors in the element of sociopathy. 

Anyone making an accusation would undergo an open forum allowing those accused to have their say. 
Everything would be based on discussion, reason, debate and interaction. Voters could decide if the accusation 
was justified or not. 

Those with good discernment would be noticed through the ratings system. 


This is how we can shift out of the dominator culture that so entraps us today. 

It begins in our minds by envisioning what it would be like to live in this way. 

As to how we achieve it, that is easy too because each takes responsibility for our own personal lives rather than 
allowing total strangers (politicians, bureaucrats, officials etc) to decide our destiny. This leaves us free to live by 
doing what we wish to do, have a say on whatever we were interested in. Living like this would enable everyone 
to walk freely in the streets, travel anywhere without papers or passports, make our lives simpler and freer to 
pursue our higher purpose. 

The children of this generation would be the first to see and live this change. 


Doing things this way is organic. 
Like nature, humanity will bloom exponentially when we can see that life is very much better when we 
collaborate (as opposed to compete) 





The mechanics of the Egalitarian Proposal System 

A new districting system would have to be designed and established. Voting means nothing when there are 
wildly varying numbers of voters between districts. Large differences in electorate numbers gives some districts 
an advantage over others by denser electorates having less representation. We need to wean out of the existing 
system. 

Nobody will be hand-held in the egalitarian system — everyone will be assumed to be sovereign. When 
concessions are needed to be granted for example due to disability, the concession will be recognized, otherwise 
concessions can easily turn into enfeeblement and dependency. A truly equality-based system would recognize 
discrepancies and have a method of rebalancing them. 


A new districting system would have to be designed. The existing districting is totally chaotic and unequal. The 
new districting system will be designed something like this... 

Imagine a pond with a pebble landing on it and causing ripples. 

The center of that ripple is the CBD — the Central Business District, or the most densely populated area of a town 
or city. 

A neighboring town would be another pebble with its own CBD and rippled districts emanating from it. 

This system also applies to small communities such as college campuses, organizations, neighborhoods, etc, as 
much as it applies to states and continents (ie: countries). 

It is a scalable system that can apply from the small to the large. 

However let us consider an example by applying it to a town to get the gist of it easily. 

Let’s say a medium sized town of 10,000 people. Children would be included in that number. 

(In this system, children would be able to make proposals as well as adults) 

Children would have to achieve the same percentage of approval votes as adults. 

If they are capable of writing or speaking, they can make proposals just as adults could. 

The CBD would be the center of the ripples. 

Let’s say in this town of 10,000, it could be decided that the CBD consist of 2,000 people. 

The next ripple would then also have to consist of 2,000 people and the ripple after that. 

Let’s call these ripples, “bands”. 

The band beyond the CBD would have to consist of the same number of people as the CBD and so too the band 
after that. 

All the bands would have to be fairly uniform in resident numbers. There may occasionally be more or less and 
the extent of the difference may change over time but would generally need to stay the same. 


Therefore the CBD is the central band, the core, and the band immediately adjacent to it would be wider because 
the population would be sparser. 

And the band adjacent to that band would be wider again because it would be the outskirts of the town. 

Some towns or cities would have more than three bands. 

So if we were to take an aerial view, the district boundaries would look like ripples, with the bands getting wider 
and the population sparser, as the bands extended outwards to the peripherals. 


This pattern would be present for all towns and cities. 

Therefore, say there was going to be a situation that affected the state, many towns and cities within the state 
would vote on a proposal. Then if the number of districts approved of the proposal by 80% (or more) the 
proposal would be passed and then implemented. 

This would free up so much time and energy to get things done. It is quick but also coherent. 

This kind of system assures equality more than any other system because there is very little chance of a small 
group having domination over any proposal. 

In the EPS, the person who makes the proposal is like the CEO of a company. 

The proposer is the originator of the proposal and sees it through to completion and is also in charge of 
promoting the proposal. What could be more democratic than this? 


The proposal can be submitted as an article, an audio or a video. 

It would be placed on a website specially configured for this purpose. 

All proposals could be found there. 

Proposals would be easily found by using search criteria. 

One could search by location, or subject of interest, or personality. 

You may want to follow someone who makes proposals, or you may want to follow what is going on ina 
specific location, or you may want to follow proposals made about certain subjects. 

All this would be at your fingertips because the software would cater to these wants. 


There would be no censorship or supervision. 
Each proposer would see the proposal through to implementation. 


That’s the structure of the Egalitarian Proposal System. 
Now let’s look at making a proposal. 


The infrastructure will always be available. 

Let’s say you want to make a proposal that Roundup be taken off the shelves in your town. 

You might wish to submit your proposal as a video. 

In the video you would state that you want Roundup to be removed and you would state your reasons why. 

You may recommend a better product to replace it. 

You may state opposing views and why you disagree with them. 

You may state better alternatives that don’t have the problems Roundup has. 

Essentially you would make as compelling a case as you could because for the proposal to pass, it has to garner a 
high approval rate. 

A high percentage would be something like 75 or 80 percent. 

The percentage would be a preset level and it would be universal. It too would be decided by proposal that also 
reached a high consensus, just like every proposal. The percentage would be determined at the setting up of the 
system and it would be uniform across all electorates. 

Everything would be changeable if change was sought and garnered the high degree of approval. 


If a change to the percentage pass rate was ever sought, a sovereign individual could make a proposal to change 
it. 

Let’s say the electorates chose an 80% approval rate. 

The 80% would be 80% of a quorum. 

The rate of the quorum again, would be determined by the electorates at the outset and would be fixed. It could 
only change when another proposal was submitted to change it, and subsequently passed. 

Everything will be changed according to the proposals passed. What could be simpler or make more sense? 
Back to our proposal...so you make a video of your proposal to stop the sale of Roundup in your town. 

You state the reasons and give your convincing argument for your case. 

When the proposal is submitted, it is opened up for discussion. 

You as the proposer, decide how long the discussion period will last. 

Let’s say you keep the discussion period open for a month. 

You would give the closing date up front, so commenters and contributors could prepare their case and keep 
track of the proposal. 

During the discussion period you would hear comments for and against your proposal. 

This would give you an idea of the overall appeal your proposal has and it also makes you aware of factors you 
may not have been aware of before. 

The discussion period enables you to see how you can adjust your proposal so that it can appeal to a large 
proportion of the voters. The widespread appeal has to always be considered. This is so no small group can make 
decisions on their own, decisions that affect other people. 

The proposal has to be written in a way that yields a yes or no answer. 

Therefore the revised proposal has to be very clear. Unclear proposals would tend to receive rejection by the 
electorate. 

When the discussion period closes, the issues brought up at discussion will be considered, and a revised proposal 
will then be made and be put to the vote. 

You would stipulate the closing of the voting period. 

Voters could change their mind about the vote as many times as they desired, right up to the closing time. 

An 80% approval from a quorum would advance the proposal into the next phase — implementation. 





